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Abstract: Following the restoration of natural conditions by reducing human pressures, reforestation
is currently considered a possible option to accelerate the recovery of seagrass habitats. Long-term
monitoring programs theoretically represent an ideal solution to assess whether a reforestation
plan has produced the desired results. Here, we report on the performance of a 20 m2 patch of
Posidonia oceanica transplanted on dead matte twelve years after transplantation in the Gulf of Palermo,
northwestern Sicily. Photo mosaic performed in the area allowed us to detect 23 transplanted patches
of both regular and irregular shape, ranging from 0.1 to 2.7 m2 and an overall surface close to
19 m2. Meadow density was 331.6 ± 17.7 shoot m−2 (currently five times higher than the initial
value of 66 shoots m−2), and it did not show statistical differences from a close by natural meadow
(331.2 ± 14.9). Total primary production, estimated by lepidochronology, varied from 333.0 to
332.7 g dw m2/year, at the transplanted and natural stand, respectively. These results suggest that
complete restoration of P. oceanica on dead matte is possible in a relatively short time (a decade), thus
representing a good starting point for upscaling the recovery of the degraded meadows in the area.
Keywords: Posidonia oceanica; seagrass transplantation; dead matte; carbon stock; long-term monitor-
ing; seabed mapping; habitat recovery
1. Introduction
Seagrass habitats represent one of the most rapidly declining ecosystems on Earth [1].
As stated by [2], the rate of decline in known areas is 7% per year since 1990, and about
14% of all seagrass species currently show a high risk of extinction [3]. The decline is due to
several factors: increasing human activities that affect water quality, turbidity and siltation
in coastal areas, urban and industrial sewage, coastal development, trawling, aquaculture
activities, anchorages, artisanal and recreational coastal fishing, global climate change and
cumulative effects of multiple stressors at different temporal and spatial scales [4–13].
Approximately 10–15% of global oceanic organic carbon is stored in seagrass mead-
ows [14,15]. The loss of seabed vegetation cover involves erosion of upper sediments [16],
which may result in the degradation of blue carbon storage, increasing greenhouse gas
emissions and accelerating global climate change [17].
In the Mediterranean, 13 to 50% of Posidonia oceanica (Linnaeus) Delile meadows have
regressed considerably in terms of area and in some cases complete loss [12,13]. In the
meantime, the remaining meadows have suffered a reduction in density and coverage in
the last 20 years [12]. Hence, [12] estimate that the loss of P. oceanica meadows has caused
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11–52% reduction in the carbon sink capacity of the entire Mediterranean. A recovery
plan for such systems is, therefore, required to halt and reverse the expected decline of the
species by year 2049 ± 10 [18].
On the other hand, there is a lack of accurate data on P. oceanica distribution and
quality for most of the Mediterranean Sea [10], and it is possible that the regression of
seagrass meadows has been overstated [10,19,20]. However, P. oceanica meadows have
regressed noticeably in the past decades in several coastal areas of the Mediterranean
because of human pressures.
Currently, the main actions required to prevent and reduce the regression of P. oceanica
meadows are focused on (i) reducing human pressure on marine ecosystems, (ii) increasing
efforts to conserve existing meadows and (iii) promoting the resilience of the species by
means of transplantation activities [12].
In recent decades, several rehabilitation measures for P. oceanica have been developed
and implemented in many countries around the Mediterranean basin, namely:
• Urban and industrial wastewater treatment and wastewater disposal.
• Legislative instruments, based on EU Directives, aimed at environmental assessment
of projects (Environmental Impact Assessment—E.I.A.), plans and programs (Strategic
Environmental Assessment–S.E.A).
• Establishment of parks, marine protected areas and reserves along the coastal zone.
Due to their ecological role and the multiple ecosystem functions provided by sea-
grasses [21,22], the European Union, through the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC on the
conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, has included P. oceanica mead-
ows among the priority habitats (Habitat code 1120*). On 1 March 2019, the United Nations
declared the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 2021–2030, aimed at boosting existing
efforts to restore degraded ecosystems and 350 million hectares of degraded ecosystems
globally by 2030, including P. oceanica meadows. Furthermore, in May 2020, the European
Union, within the framework of the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 (COM(2020) 380
final) Bringing nature back into our lives, introduced a plan to restore ecosystems across
land and sea, particularly those with high potential to capture and store carbon.
Following the restoration of natural conditions by reducing human pressures and
removing the sources of degradation, reforestation is currently considered a possible option
to accelerate the recovery of seagrass habitats [23].
However, restoration works have shown a high level of failure on a global scale [24],
and the rate of success of all/most European recovery projects was very low [25].
It is well known that areas potentially suitable for restoration interventions may have
low chances of rooting and development of transplanted plants [26]. Several studies have
highlighted the importance of careful habitat selection for transplanting seagrasses [11,26–28].
Furthermore, most transplanting failures are attributed to plant detachment [29,30], and
about 80% of P. oceanica transplantation losses are due to inappropriate plant anchoring
systems [31]. Therefore, to optimize transplanting and restore degraded beds, it appears
useful to combine multi-criteria models for optimal site selection and the use of appropriate
anchorage systems [11,20].
Recently, models encompassing qualitative and quantitative data, including short-
term monitoring of transplantation outcomes, have been developed to assess both the
suitability of the area to be restored and the potential for success [11,32–34]. However,
to establish whether a transplantation framework can really be considered successful,
further temporal steps are clearly required in order to decide on whether a given a habitat
is suitable for restoration. Long-term monitoring programs theoretically represent an
ideal solution to assess whether a reforestation plan has actually produced the desired
recovery effect [11,20,25,27], and [20] note that a “good outcome in the early stages does not
necessarily correspond to real transplant success and, vice versa, low initial performance
does not necessarily compromise a positive result in the future”.
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Unfortunately, long-term monitoring of seagrass restoration to assess performance has
been implemented in a limited number of cases [11], while short-term monitoring remains
the norm (<1 year) [25].
A previous study aimed at testing the performance of a P. oceanica transplantation
carried out in a dead matte area showed the short-medium term effect of the transplantation
on some morphological and structural variables [11]. In particular, one year after the
leaves of transplanted shoots were shorter than local natural ones, while six years after,
the density was very low if compared with the expected values of a natural stand at
same depth. However, considering that the seagrass is a slow-growing species, further
extension of the monitoring period was clearly recommended to better assess the recovery
of the system [11]. In this study, we returned to the same area in order to compare the
transplanted shoots with those of a natural meadow 12 years after transplanting. Several
metrics related to structural and functional descriptors collected at different hierarchical
levels were analyzed for the evaluation in the longer term of the restoration process.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area
The study area is located along the northwestern coast of Sicily (Figure 1), in a coastal
area close to the urban center of the city of Palermo, which was exposed since the mid-20th
century to multiple sources of pollution due to chaotic urban planning, improper waste
disposal and untreated urban and industrial wastewater. Therefore, the Gulf of Palermo
was affected in the past decades by severe trophic alteration of the coastal waters, and
high concentrations of P-PO4 (3–45 mmol L−1) and chlorophyll a (2–35 mmol L−1) were
recorded during the summer season [35]. Consequently, significant modification of the
structure and composition of the seabed (from mostly rocky to sandy and muddy) and the
extensive P. oceanica meadow that grew in this area regressed and residual patches were
detected at 7 to 21 m depth [36].
In recent decades—due to requalification of the metropolitan area mainly focused on
the correct treatment and disposal of wastewater and reclamation, safety and restoration
of the rubble landfills along the shoreline—there has been a clear improvement in water
quality in the area, with TRophic IndeX levels [37] from good to high [38].
The transplanted site (Figure 1) that was selected using multi-criteria model [11] is
located on a seabed characterized by dead matte structures [39]. The topography of the
seafloor is irregular and includes dead matte, circular eroded structures delimited by matte
walls up to 1 m high and areas with sandy bottoms, which sometimes cover dead matte
structures and are, thus, invisible to visual inspection [39].
The transplantation dates from July 2008, when 20 metal grids (1 × 1 m), anchored to
the substratum using iron spikes (~70 cm long), were placed in an area of about 40 m2 at a
depth of 14 m, through a quincunx spatial arrangement [11]. Twenty P. oceanica cuttings
were fixed on each grid, carrying almost three shoots, with an initial mean density of
66 shoots m2. After six years of transplantation monitoring, the results showed a high
loss of cuttings (61%) due mainly to fishing and anchoring activities, followed by an
initial resilience process [11]. Then, monitoring was interrupted for three years, and when
attempts were made to continue monitoring, the transplanted site was not found. It was
only in April 2020 that the transplanted site was found again, after repeated surveys
performed by scuba divining combined with resolution acoustic investigations.
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Figure 1. Study area. In relief on the right dead matte structures surrounded by sandy bottoms (39), detected by Multibeam
Echosounder MBES survey near “Bandita” (Gulf of Palermo), where the P. oceanica restoration site is located [11]. The black
dot in the lower left corner identifies the location of the area covered by the MBSS survey.
2.2. Data Acquisitions, Field Measurements, Sampling and Laboratory Analysis
2.2.1. Image Acquisitions
In May 2020, a photogrammetric survey to obtain an ultra-high-resolution photo
mosaic of the transplanted area was performed [20,40,41]. Before image acquisition, two
50 × 50 cm squares were placed on the seabed, as scale reference to estimate the surfaces
covered by the patches of the transplanted P. oceanica. A GoPro4 camera set to Multi-Shot
shooting mode was used by scuba divers, swimming over the area at approximately 3 m
from the seabed and performing sequential shooting every 2 s at 12-megapixel resolution
with an image overlap of about 80%.
2.2.2. Acoustic Survey
High-resolution sonar data of the study area were collected by the University of
Palermo Research Vessel “Antonino Borzì”. During the survey, morphometric and bathy-
metric data were acquired simultaneously by SSS Klein 3900 at 900 kHz and a pole mounted
MBES ResonSeabat 8125 at 455 kHz, thus ensuring total coverage of the dead matte and
seabed. The vessel was equipped with an RTK-GPS (Topcon GRS-1) System and a Kongs-
berg Seapath 130 with MRU 5+ that provided positioning data (centimetric accuracy) and
altitude data (0.001◦ accuracy) to the navigation and logging MBES data, PDS2000 software.
A sound velocity profiler, Valeport SWIFT, was lowered through the water column in the
survey area to obtain the velocity profile required for correct depth computation. The
survey navigation lines run parallel to the bathymetric trend with an overlap of 60% be-
tween adjacent swaths to ensure total coverage of the SSS slant range. During the surveys,
the boat speed was about 4 knots (about 2 m/s), and weather conditions were stable and
characterized by high pressure and calm sea. All data were obtained continuously and
stored in the shipboard computer.
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2.2.3. Density Assessment and Shoots Sampling
Shoot density was determined in situ using 10 random quadrate counts (50 × 50 cm),
both on the transplanted site and on the natural bed. Moreover, 18 P. oceanica orthotropic
shoots connected to their horizontal axis were randomly collected from each bed. In ad-
dition, in November 2020, samples of the oldest leaves (most external) belonging to 18
shoots on each bed were taken (see below, Statistical Analysis). At the laboratory, two
sets of biometric measures were taken: leaf biometry and datation [6]. Leaf biometry was
carried out according to [42]. The total length and width of each leaf and the length of the
base, when present, were measured. The leaves were separated into the various categories
(adult, intermediate and juvenile) based on their length and the presence of a lignified
base [43]. Datation was carried out by lepidochronology [44], which provides reliable
estimates of seagrass growth performance. This dating technique allowed us to isolate and
date rhizome segments corresponding to a 1-year period (lepidochronological year). Each
lepidochronological year was dated starting from the rhizome apex (sampling year) down-
ward and backdating the sequence of cycles with their corresponding rhizome segment,
thus allowing shoot age determination [45,46]. This reiterative procedure was performed
until the rhizome segment connected to the horizontal axis was reached, representing the
year of shoot birth. For each segment, sheet number, length and dry weight were measured
to estimate mean number of leaves produced, speed of growth and primary production of
rhizomes, respectively. This method also made it possible to detect and date past flowering
occurrence per shoot across time by finding floral stalk remains between the sheaths [47].
In addition, the integer sheet length was measured.
2.3. Data Processing and Statistical Analysis
2.3.1. Image and Acoustic Data
The frames obtained by photogrammetric survey were processed using Agisoft-
Metashape software, which performs photogrammetric processing of digital images, gen-
erating a photo mosaic, eliminating errors due to the position of the shooting point, the
inclination of the camera and the differences in height of the detected area, and allowing
to extract information about the size, shape and distribution of P. oceanica transplanted
patches.
The bathymetric data were processed using the PDS2000 software. Data de-spiking
was carried out manually, without the application of automatic filters, with the aim to
preserve data accuracy and resolution. Corrections for tide were applied to relate all data
to the averaged sea level. Finally, a digital terrain model (DTM) with a 0.2 m grid cell size
was produced. Sonograms obtained by SSS were processed by SeaView 2.8, a software
package for smoothing navigation data, adjusting the time variable gain (TVG), and applied
geometric and radiometric corrections [48].
All collected information (bathymetry, sidescan mosaic and photo mosaic) were joined
and analyzed in a geographical information system (GIS), manually digitizing a seafloor
map based on the recognized the different acoustic facies.
2.3.2. Biometry
Differences in mean leaf biometry, shoot density, shoot age and production of leaves
between beds were assessed by an independent t-test [49]. For the mean number of leaves
produced, the value was obtained by averaging the last two lepidocronological years (2018
and 2019) in order to satisfy partially the assumptions of the statistical test [36]. Moreover,
before performing all the analyses, the homogeneity of variance of the response variables
was tested by Levene’s test, and when necessary, data were transformed. Finally, the results
were presented at the original scale to facilitate the interpretation of results. Instead, speed
of growth and primary production of rhizomes were processed using the reference growth
chart classification step by step procedure [46], to bypass the known confounding effect
of shoot age [36,39,46,50–53]. In this case, the most recent annual rhizome segments were
excluded from the analysis to allow comparison with the reference values corresponding to
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each shoot age level (see [46] for further details). Finally, past primary leaf production (PI)
was estimated by combining leaf biometry and datation [54], and applying the formula:
PI = N × D × L, where: N = mean number of leaves produced annually (lepidochrono-
logical data); D = leaf density (phenological data) corresponding to leaf weight by unit
of length; L = theoretical mean leaf length (lepidochronological data) estimated using the
morphometric relationship between the length of integer sheath persisting on the rhizome
as predictor variable. The slope and intercept of the morphometric relationship between
sheath length and overall leaf length were estimated by least-squares linear regression
applied to measurements obtained from the oldest leaves with their tips sampled during
two seasons, as recommended [54], to maintain the error below 20%.
3. Results
3.1. High-Resolution Sonar Data and Photo Mosaic
The area investigated by Multibeam is located at a depth of 12.4–15.2 m and covers a
surface of about 45,000 m2 (Figure 1), mainly represented by sandy bottoms partly covering
with dead matte structures [39]. A preliminary acoustic (Side Scan Sonar) and underwater
scuba diver’s survey highlighted the presence of dead matte, both emerging (about 4850 m2)
and partially buried and hidden by ripple marks (about 1350 m2), surrounded by sandy
bottoms of different granulometry (Figure 2). Moreover, patches of natural meadow (about
300 m2) and transplanted meadow on the dead matte are recognizable by SSS (Figure 3).
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The photo mosaic provides an overall picture of the area, showing the distribution
of transplanted patches and several spikes encrusted with bio-fouling; these spikes were
used for fixing the initial metal grids on the seabed (Figure 4). The metal grids on which
the cuttings were anchored are not visible because they were completely destroyed. It was
possible to detect 23 patches of both regular and irregular shape. The patch sizes range
from 0.1 to 2.7 m2, covering a bottom surface close to 19 m2. The frequency histogram
of transplanted patches shows a positive skewness distribution (Figure 5), with the most
frequent class (69.6%) between 0.1–0.99 m2. Moreover, 13.0% of patches range between
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1.0–1.49 m2 and 8.7% between 1.5–1.99 m2. The frequency classes between 1.5–1.99 m2 and
2.0–2.7 m2 include only two patches (8.7%) per class, respectively. Larger patches (~30% of
cases) have a more irregular shape, probably due to the fusion of several nearby patches.
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highlights an additional source of disturbance (gear for octopus fishing trapped in the mesh of an
implant grid) for pilot transplantation project [11].
3.2. Leaf Biometry
Average shoot density varies from 331.6 ± 17.7 to 331.2 ± 14.9 shoots m−2 (Table 1;
Figure 6a), and differences between natural and transplanted beds are not significant
(p > 0.05). Leaf length varies from 56.1 ± 3.1 to 52.2 ± 2.2 cm and shoot surface from
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254.4 ± 18.7 to 235.6 ± 8.7 cm2 (Figure 6a,b). Considering both variables, non-significant
differences are detected (Table 1).
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of 5.7 years (Table 1). The frequency histograms of age (Figure 3) show clear heterogeneity 
in age distribution. Shoots sampled in the transplanted area display a modal peak at the 
age of 2 years and an average value of 3.6 ± 0.5 years (Table 1). On the other hand, the 
mean age of shoots sampled from natural beds was significantly higher (Figure 8; Table 
1). No floral stalk remains were found across the time series explored. According to refer-
ence growth chart classification, speed of growth and primary production values fell 
mostly below the 50th percentile, exhibiting very similar growth performance between 
beds with about 60% of values (the mode) below the 5th percentile (Figure 9a,c). Addi-
tionally, cumulative growth performance values corresponding to the total length and 
weight of rhizomes were below the 50th percentile with the modal class again below the 
5th percentile (Figure 9b,d). 
Figure 6. Mean values (SE) of meadow density (a), leaf length (b), shoot surface (c) and number of
leaves produced (d) in transplanted and natural beds.
Table 1. Comparison outcomes for density, leaf biometry and dating between beds. Significance:






Density (n shoot/m2) 331.6 (17.7) 331.2 (14.9) 0.2 ns
Leaf le gth (cm) 56.1 (3.1) 52.2 (2.2) 0.1 ns
Shoot surface (cm2) 254.4 (18.7) 235.6 (8.7) 0.9 ns
Shoot age (year) 3.6 (0.5) 7.8 (0.7) 5.1 ***
Production of leaves (n/shoot/year) 7.4 (0.2) 7.3 (0.2) 0.3 ns
Rhizome primary production (mg dw/sho t/year) 58.7 (8.5) 47.5 (3.2) - -
Speed of growth (mm/shoot/year) 6.4 (0.6) 5.7 (0.2) - -
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3.3. Dating Measures
Dating measures allowed reconstruction of growth performance within temporal
ranges from 2006 to 2019 and 2010 to 2019 in natural and transplanted beds, respectively,
with interannual mean fluctuations progressively quite synchronous between beds towards
the end of the time series (Figure 7a,c). Speed of growth shows mean values ranging
from 6.4 ± 0.6 mm/shoot/year (transplanted) to 5.7 ± 0.2 (natural). Rhizome primary
production varies from 58.7 ± 8.5 mg dw/shoot/year (transplanted) to 47.5 ± 3.2 (natural).
Inspection of the patterns across age reveals the presence of natural age-induced growth
variation, exhibiting nonlinear growth trends characterized by an initial phase of increasing
speed of growth of rhizomes and production until 3–4 years, followed by a deceleration
with aging (Figure 7b,d). Shoot age varies between 1 and 14 years, with an average of
5.7 years (Table 1). The frequency histograms of age (Figure 3) show clear heterogeneity in
age distribution. Shoots sampled in the transplanted area display a modal peak at the age
of 2 years and an average value of 3.6 ± 0.5 years (Table 1). On the other hand, the mean age
of shoots sampled from natural beds was significantly higher (Figure 8; Table 1). No floral
stalk remains were found across the time series explored. According to reference growth
chart classification, speed of growth and primary production values fell mostly below
the 50th percentile, exhibiting very similar growth performance between beds with about
60% of values (the mode) below the 5th percentile (Figure 9a,c). Additionally, cumulative
growth performance values corresponding to the total length and weight of rhizomes were
below the 50th percentile with the modal class again below the 5th percentile (Figure 9b,d).




Figure 7. Mean values (SE) of speed of growth (a), primary production (c) across lepidochronolog-
ical years and shoot age (b,d). 
 
Figure 8. Frequency of shoot age histograms for both beds. The vertical line represents the general 
mean shoot age. 
Figure 7. ean values (SE) of spe d of growth (a), primary production (c) across lepidochron logical
years and shoot age (b,d).
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erage and its primary production per unit area, it was possible to calculate global primary 
production amounting to 6.3 kg dw/year (Table 2). 
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Figure 9. Growth performance measurements plotted on reference growth charts. The distribution
of speed of growth of rhizomes (a), rhizome length (b), primary production (c) and weight (d) of the
two beds are compared with the expected percentile curves at different ages.
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3.4. Leaf Primary Production
The morphometric relationship between the length of integer sheath and total length
of P. oceanica leaves was y = 22.5x − 37.9 (R2 = 0.58, p < 0.001). Based on this equation
applied to average sheet length, past mean leaf lengths of 39.3 and 48.1 cm were estimated
at transplanted and natural stands, respectively (Table 2). Leaf density (blades plus sheaths)
ranges from 4.5 ± 0.2 mg dw/cm (transplanted) to 4.2 ± 0.1 mg dw/cm (natural). Estimates
of past primary production of leaves per shoot range from 1.3 g dw/shoot/year (trans-
planted) to 1.5 g dw/shoot/year (natural) (Table 2). Total primary production of meadows
(leaves + rhizomes) shows mean values ranging from 333.0 to 332.7 g dw/m2/year at
transplanted and natural stands, respectively (Table 2). Given the transplanted meadow
coverage and its primary production per unit area, it was possible to calculate global
primary production amounting to 6.3 kg dw/year (Table 2).




Leaf density (mg dw/cm) 4.5 (0.22) 4.2 (0.12)
Production of leaves (n/shoot/year) 7.4 7.3
Past sheet length (cm) 3.43 (0.9) 3.82 (0.8)
Theoretical past oldest leaf length (cm) 39.3 48.1
Leaf primary production (gr dw/shoot/year) 1.3 1.5
Rhizome primary production (g dw/shoot/year) 0.06 0.05
Total primary production (g dw/shoot/year) 1.4 1.5
Meadow density (n shoots/m2) 331.6 331.2
Covering (m2) 24.0 -
4. Discussion
The long-term monitoring project presented in this study showed that the 12-year-old
transplanted P. oceanica displays certain structural and functional characteristics that are
very similar to those of a natural meadow.
The dating method allowed reconstruction of the history of P. oceanica shoots involving
different growth performance measures taken from a natural bed and, for the first time,
a transplanted one. The demography of shoots sampled from the transplant bed clearly
showed a younger structure dominated by two-year-old shoots and generally not exceeding
six years, except in one case where maximum age was nine years. Shoot age structure of
living shoots of P. oceanica may show large variation among and within locations [55,56].
However, when meadows exhibit low maximal shoot age and youngest modal age, it is
expected that shoot mortality starts to operate at their earlier life span stages [55]. This
is what occurred in this case. The shoots chosen for the initial transplantation were very
young [11], and if they were still alive today, after twelve years, they should have been at
least older than this age, on average. This is consistent with previous observations made
on the transplanted bed under study, which showed a high loss of cuttings (> 50%), mainly
due to the intense impact of fishing [11]. The speed of growth and primary production
of rhizomes in the transplanted bed was slightly higher than in the natural one, although
it should be noted that this difference was affected by shoot age confounding, since the
shoots between beds were of uneven-aged [36]. In the presence of such confounding, it
should be possible to discern whether P. oceanica growth reflects variations in temporal or
spatial exogenous factors or simply unbalanced shoot age structure among meadows, to
avoid misleading interpretation of results. The distribution of the annual and cumulative
growth measurements displayed and then converted into growth chart centile ranges
allowed us to compare bed performance, taking into account the age differences found.
The annual or cumulative growth measures of both beds exhibited very similar positions
within centile curves, thus demonstrating that natural or transplanted shoots belonged to
the same population in terms of growth performance. Moreover, as regards aging in both
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beds, P. oceanica growth followed a similar pattern confirming the typical non monotonic
relationships of growth performance vs. age with an initial increase reaching a maximum of
2–4 years followed by a decrease in both stands [46]. Nevertheless, it is worth noting neither
stand exhibited “normal growth”, since the dominant values recorded were far below the
25th centile expected for Sicilian undisturbed meadows at the same depth. The primary leaf
production estimated in the transplanted bed was negligibly different compared to natural
beds, and consequently, this important ecological function has now been re-established
on the site of the destroyed. At hierarchical shoot level, this value is consistent with the
estimates reported for several Mediterranean Sea meadows [54,57]. However, the low
growth and production of vertical rhizomes values estimated here suggest that the carbon
fixed by photosynthesis might have been more oriented towards the complex and very
expensive process of storage, translocation and use of resources within the P. oceanica
networks, which are necessary to sustain branching and clonal expansion [46,58,59]. On
the contrary, non-detection of sexual reproduction events suggests that additional carbon
demand required for inflorescence elaboration and seed production might have been
difficult to achieve, given that for a large seagrass species such as P. oceanica, it might
become considerable compared to the life span of the shoots [50,60,61]. Undoubtedly,
the results of the branching process are evident. The current average density value of
the transplanted shoots is five times higher than the initial value (331 vs. 66 shoots/m2),
but ten times higher than the density achieved three years after transplanting (331 vs.
35 shoots/m2) [11]. Moreover, by the fourth year after transplantation, there were signs
of a progressive increase in density [11]. Illegal coastal fishery—which led to the loss of
61% of cuttings and 53% of shoots 3 years after transplanting—and the initial quincunx
spatial configuration [11] both explain the current fragmentation of distribution and patch
coverage. It has been shown that the distribution and size of seagrass patches can influence
the growth dynamics of shoot populations. Spatially explicit models [62] have provided
evidence that patch expansion does not proceed at a constant rate. In particular, it has
been simulated that the radial growth rate increases progressively with increasing patch
size; based on these models, it is, therefore, expected that the fragmentation present in the
transplant zone determines a different rate of lateral expansion with higher values in larger
patches. However, further repeated measurements over time will be needed to verify this
prediction.
The transplanting site showed an evident shoot population increment in the following
9 years. The density values have increased by one order of magnitude, currently achieving
“normal density” according to the standardized classification [63], providing evidence that
this framework restored not only the meadow’s density but also its resilience [64]. Consid-
ering average surface (0.82 ± 0.14/m2) and radius (0.52 m) values of the patches observed
in the planting area, we estimated the horizontal growth rate of transplanted meadow on
dead matte (4.26 cm/year), which is slightly higher than the natural regeneration rate of
the meadow (3.7 cm/year) destroyed by a bomb in Villefranche Bay [65], but lower when
compared to the growth rate of plagiotropic rhizomes (5–10 cm/year) [66].
The results show that the vegetative reproduction process observed compensated for
the losses due to the initial mechanical damage caused by fishing activities. Although
coastal fishing is regulated by national laws, also aimed to protect seagrasses, illegal
fishing continues throughout the year in the area by unlicensed fishermen. Recently,
two main categories of seagrass meadow increase have been defined: natural recovery
or colonization and management intervention including removal/reduction in direct
impacts, while restoration was poorly considered [67]. In our opinion, active restoration
should be included as an additional measure for seagrass expansion. In any case, we
believe that anchorage and fishing represent two of the main threats to reforestation, at
an early stage in particular [11], since (i) the root system has not had sufficient time to
fully develop and anchor the cuttings tenaciously on the substrate; (ii) shoot density has
not reached the typical maximum growth phase of the logistic curve able to compensate
faster for any possible losses. These long-term monitoring results further confirm that
Water 2021, 13, 724 13 of 17
monitoring period should last at least 4–6 years for correct evaluation of the effectiveness
of restoration projects [11]. The use of very high-resolution acoustic systems (MBS and
SSS) and photogrammetric surveys helped to evaluate the performance of the intervention
with greater accuracy and provide a detailed description of the state of the art at the time
considered. These tools are useful for accurate documentation and describing changes
occurring in transplanted areas.
The ability of P. oceanica to colonize/recolonize all types of substrate is documented
and described in several papers (for example, see [68–73]). It is a characteristic of the
meadow’s natural dynamics, namely, alternate shoot death and natural recolonization by
vegetative fragments and/or clonal expansion [65,74,75]. Therefore, according to other
authors [20,65], the results achieved clearly show that dead matte is also a substrate on
which vegetative fragments of P. oceanica can settle and colonize, even immediately after
an acute event leading to disappearance [65], without requiring a long transitional phase
or structuring of the substrate by other phanerogams (Cymodocea or Zostera).
5. Conclusions
The P. oceanica meadows of the Mediterranean Sea constitute extraordinary ecosystems
fragile and extremely vulnerable to natural and anthropogenic pressures, and protection
and conservation are, thus, justified not only by their very great heritage value but also
for economic reasons [68]. In particular, P. oceanica tanatocenoses (dead matte) store and
preserve a vast long-term carbon stock that has accumulated over millennia within the
matte [76,77]. Therefore, in the absence of restoration actions, these degraded meadows
will be left as a heritage to future generations, due to slow natural recovery [10].
It is known that when P. oceanica regresses, the leaf canopy disappears, and the under-
lying matte of shallow meadows is no longer protected from high-energy wave erosion.
Consequently, the carbon stock stored for millennia inside the dead matte could become a
sort of “time-bomb”, rapidly switching from sink in source [77]. Hence, after removing
or reducing the causes that led to the disappearance of a meadow, dead matte should be
considered a substrate where P. oceanica meadows should potentially and primarily be
restored, thus also contributing to climate change mitigation [20]. In addition, this agrees
with the Conference of the Parties (COP 21) to the Climate Change Convention [78] that
noted the importance to ensure the integrity of all ecosystems, including the oceans, to
conserve and enhance sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases, thus improving the Tokyo
Protocol, focusing on forest-based sinks.
The transplantation results obtained in the Gulf of Palermo, although concerning a
small plant, show that complete restoration of a P. oceanica meadow on degraded seabed
is possible in a relatively short time (a decade), compared to the time required to achieve
the same results under natural recolonization (from centuries to millennia). The results
obtained so far are very promising after 12 years and, therefore, represent a good starting
point for planning a larger-scale planting effort, in the context of new perspectives for the
recovery of degraded meadows in the area.
Under this scenario, in analogy to the proposal of Piano [79,80] regarding the recovery
of fragile and degraded urban suburbs by means of “mending” actions, we are about
to carry out a new larger pilot restoration project (~1000 square meters) in the Gulf of
Palermo on a fragmented P. oceanica meadow, within the framework of the Marine Hazard
PON03PE_00203_1 project, supported by the Italian Ministry of Education, University
and Research (MIUR). Within this framework, the “mending” approach will be tested by
transplanting patches of P. oceanica (“small drops” sensu Renzo Piano) within a mosaic of
natural meadow and dead matte. Therefore, it will be possible to recognize the dynamics
of the patches as natural phenomena and to emulate the natural restoration potential
of the meadows [25] by means of the seed, seedling and vegetative fragment (rhizomes
and cuttings) dispersal. The final goals will be to “fertilize” the degraded ecosystem
through the catalyzing function of P. oceanica patches, minimize environmental impact
on the habitat to be restored, optimize work and costs and rehabilitate the seabed in a
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reasonable time (~10–12 years), in view of improving the connectivity between populations
and reconstructing the underwater landscape [25].
Hence, we believe that it is very important to implement education and awareness
campaigns on the role and importance of marine phanerogams, involving as many stake-
holders as possible (politicians, regulators, managers, NGOs, fishermen, students and
citizens) [25]. Their involvement and cooperation can promote the protection and preserva-
tion of existing meadows, by preventing further damage and avoiding the most relevant
forms of disturbance (recreational and artisanal fishing, anchoring of pleasure boats, etc.),
which represent the main causes of physical damage to reforestation plants.
Finally, to improve the sustainability of plant material samples to be used for trans-
planting activities, we suggest searching for and identifying areas normally found along
the coast, where rhizomes and cuttings accumulate during fall/winter and can be collected
easily in large numbers [81].
Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.C., A.T.; software, A.T., F.L., V.R.; investigation, S.C.,
F.L., V.R., M.A.; data curation, S.C., A.T., R.C., F.P.C., F.L.; writing—original draft preparation, S.C.,
R.C., A.T.; writing—review and editing S.C., A.T., R.C., F.P.C.; funding acquisition, S.C., A.T. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
Funding: This work was partially funded, under the Marine Hazard, PON03PE_00203_1 project, by
the European Union and the Italian Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR).
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.
Acknowledgments: We wish to acknowledge the Coast Guard of Palermo for their kind and prompt
cooperation and support.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Waltham, N.J.; Elliott, M.; Lee, S.Y.; Lovelock, C.; Duarte, C.M.; Buelow, C.; Simenstad, C.; Nagelkerken, I.; Claassens, L.; Wen,
C.K.-C.; et al. UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 2021–2030—What Chance for Success in Restoring Coastal Ecosystems?
Front. Mar. Sci. 2020, 7. [CrossRef]
2. Waycott, M.; Duarte, C.M.; Carruthers, T.J.; Orth, R.J.; Dennison, W.C.; Olyarnik, S.; Calladine, A.; Fourqurean, J.W.; Heck, K.L.;
Hughes, A.R.; et al. Accelerating loss of seagrasses across the globe threatens coastal ecosystems. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2009,
106, 12377–12381. [CrossRef]
3. Short, F.T.; Polidoro, B.; Livingstone, S.R.; Carpenter, K.E.; Bandeira, S.; Bujang, J.S.; Calumpong, H.P.; Carruthers, T.J.B.; Coles,
R.G.; Dennison, W.C.; et al. Extinction risk assessment of the world’s seagrass species. Biol. Conserv. 2011, 144, 1961–1971.
[CrossRef]
4. Kemp, W.M.; Boynton, W.R.; Adolf, J.E.; Boesch, D.F.; Boicourt, W.C.; Brush, G.; Cornwell, J.C.; Fisher, T.R.; Glibert, P.M.; Hagy,
J.D.; et al. Eutrophication of Chesapeake Bay: Historical trends and ecological interactions. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 2005, 303, 1–29.
[CrossRef]
5. González-Correa, J.M.; Bayle, J.T.; Sánchez-Lizaso, J.L.; Valle, C.; Sánchez-Jerez, P.; Ruiz, J.M. Recovery of deep Posidonia oceanica
meadows degraded by trawling. J. Exp. Mar. Biol. Ecol. 2005, 320, 65–76. [CrossRef]
6. Pergent-Martini, C.; Leoni, V.; Pasqualini, V.; Ardizzone, G.D.; Balestri, E.; Bedini, R.; Belluscio, A.; Belsher, T.; Borg, J.;
Boudouresque, C.F.; et al. Descriptors of Posidonia oceanica meadows: Use and application. Ecol. Indic. 2005, 5, 213–230.
[CrossRef]
7. Orth, R.J.; Carruthers, T.J.; Dennison, W.C.; Duarte, C.M.; Fourqurean, J.W.; Heck, K.L.; Hughes, A.R.; Kendrick, G.A.; Kenworthy,
W.J.; Olyarnik, S. A Global Crisis for Seagrass Ecosystems. Bioscience 2006, 56, 987–996. [CrossRef]
8. Walker, D.I.; Kendrick, G.A.; McComb, A.J. Decline and Recovery of Seagrass Ecosystems—The Dynamics of Change. In
Seagrasses: Biology, Ecology and Conservation; Larkum, A.W.D., Orth, R.J., Duarte, C.M., Eds.; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2006;
pp. 551–565.
9. Díaz-Almela, E.; Marbà, N.; Álvarez, E.; Santiago, R.; Holmer, M.; Grau, A.; Mirto, S.; Danovaro, R.; Petrou, A.; Argyrou,
M. Benthic input rates predict seagrass (Posidonia oceanica) fish farm-induced decline. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2008, 56, 1332–1342.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
10. Boudouresque, C.F.; Bernard, G.; Pergent, G.; Shili, A.; Verlaque, M. Regression of Mediterranean seagrasses caused by natural
processes and anthropogenic disturbances and stress: A critical review. Bot. Mar. 2009, 52, 395–418. [CrossRef]
Water 2021, 13, 724 15 of 17
11. Pirrotta, M.; Tomasello, A.; Scannavino, A.; Di Maida, G.; Luzzu, F.; Bellissimo, G.; Bellavia, C.; Costantini, C.; Orestano, C.;
Sclafani, G. Transplantation assessment of degraded Posidonia oceanica habitats: Site selection and long-term monitoring.
Mediterr. Mar. Sci. 2015, 16, 591–604. [CrossRef]
12. Marbà, N.; Díaz-Almela, E.; Duarte, C.M. Mediterranean seagrass (Posidonia oceanica) loss between 1842 and 2009. Biol. Conserv.
2014, 176, 183–190. [CrossRef]
13. Telesca, L.; Belluscio, A.; Criscoli, A.; Ardizzone, G.; Apostolaki, E.T.; Fraschetti, S.; Gristina, M.; Knittweis, L.; Martin, C.S.;
Pergent, G. Seagrass meadows (Posidonia oceanica) distribution and trajectories of change. Sci. Rep. 2015, 5, srep12505. [CrossRef]
14. Duarte, C.M.; Middelburg, J.J.; Caraco, N. Major role of marine vegetation on the oceanic carbon cycle. Biogeosciences 2005, 2, 1–8.
[CrossRef]
15. Kennedy, H.; Björk, M. Seagrass Meadows. In The Management of Natural Coastal Carbon Sinks; Lafoley, D., Grimsditch, G., Eds.;
IUCM: Gland, Switzerland, 2009; p. 23.
16. Marbà, N.; Arias-Ortiz, A.; Masqué, P.; Kendrick, G.A.; Mazarrasa, I.; Bastyan, G.R.; Garcia-Orellana, J.; Duarte, C.M. Impact of
seagrass loss and subsequent revegetation on carbon sequestration and stocks. J. Ecol. 2015, 103, 296–302. [CrossRef]
17. Atwood, T.B.; Connolly, R.M.; Almahasheer, H.; Carnell, P.E.; Duarte, C.M.; Ewers Lewis, C.J.; Irigoien, X.; Kelleway, J.J.; Lavery,
P.S.; Macreadie, P.I.; et al. Global patterns in mangrove soil carbon stocks and losses. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2017, 7, 523–528.
[CrossRef]
18. Jordà, G.; Marbà, N.; Duarte, C.M. Mediterranean seagrass vulnerable to regional climate warming. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2012, 2,
821–824. [CrossRef]
19. González-Correa, J.M.; Sempere, J.T.B.; Sánchez-Jerez, P.; Valle, C. Posidonia oceanica meadows are not declining globally. Analysis
of population dynamics in marine protected areas of the Mediterranean Sea. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 2007, 336, 111–119. [CrossRef]
20. Calvo, S.; Pirrotta, M.; Tomasello, A. Letter to the editor regarding the article “Taking advantage of seagrass recovery potential to
develop novel and effective meadow rehabilitation methods” by Alagna et al., published in Marine Pollution Bulletin, 149: 2019
(110578). Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2020, 158, 111395. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Costanza, R.; d’Arge, R.; de Groot, R.; Farber, S.; Grasso, M.; Hannon, B.; Limburg, K.; Naeem, S.; O’Neill, R.V.; Paruelo, J.; et al.
The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 1997, 387, 253–260. [CrossRef]
22. Duarte, C.; Borum, J.; Short, F.T.; Walker, D.I. Seagrass Ecosystems: Their Global Status and Prospects. In Aquatic Ecosystems:
Trends and Global Prospects; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2008; pp. 281–294. [CrossRef]
23. Fonseca, M.S.; Kenworthy, W.J.; Courtney, F.X.; Hall, M.O. Seagrass Planting in the Southeastern United States: Methods for
Accelerating Habitat Development. Restor. Ecol. 1994, 2, 198–212. [CrossRef]
24. Campbell, M.L. An Empirical Evaluation of Posidonia australis (R. Br.) Hook f. Restoration in Western Australia: Development of
a Decision-Based Restoration Framework. Ph.D. Thesis, Murdoch University, Perth, WA, Australia, 2000.
25. Cunha, A.H.; Marbá, N.N.; Van Katwijk, M.M.; Pickerell, C.; Henriques, M.; Bernard, G.; Ferreira, M.A.; Garcia, S.; Garmendia,
J.M.; Manent, P. Changing Paradigms in Seagrass Restoration. Restor. Ecol. 2012, 20, 427–430. [CrossRef]
26. Calumpong, H.P.; Fonseca, M.S. Seagrass transplantation and other seagrass restoration methods. In Global Seagrass Research
Methods; Short, F.T., Coles, R.G., Eds.; Elsevier Science: New York, NY, USA, 2001; pp. 425–442.
27. Fonseca, M.S.; Kenworthy, W.J.; Thayer, G.W. Guidelines for the Conservation and Restoration of Seagrasses in the United States and
Adjacent Waters; Science for Solution, NOAA Coastal Ocean Program, Decision Analysis Series No. 12; U.S. Department of
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, NOAA Coastal Ocean Office: Silver Spring, MD, USA, 1998;
p. 242.
28. van Katwijk, M.M.; Bos, A.R.; de Jonge, V.N.; Hanssen, L.S.A.M.; Hermus, D.C.R.; de Jong, D.J. Guidelines for seagrass restoration:
Importance of habitat selection and donor population, spreading of risks, and ecosystem engineering effects. Mar. Pollut. Bull.
2009, 58, 179–188. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
29. Paling, E.I.; Van Keulen, M.; Wheeler, K.D.; Phillips, J.; Dyhrberg, R. Influence of Spacing on Mechanically Transplanted Seagrass
Survival in a High Wave Energy Regime. Restor. Ecol. 2003, 11, 56–61. [CrossRef]
30. Bull, J.S.; Reed, D.C.; Holbrook, S.J. An Experimental Evaluation of Different Methods of Restoring Phyllospadix torreyi
(Surfgrass). Restor. Ecol. 2004, 12, 70–79. [CrossRef]
31. Meinesz, A.; Caye, G.; Loquès, F.; Molenaar, H. Polymorphism and Development of Posidonia oceanica Transplanted from Different
Parts of the Mediterranean into the National Park of Port-Cros. Bot. Mar. 1993, 36, 209–216. [CrossRef]
32. Campbell, M.L. Getting the Foundation Right: A Scientifically Based Management Framework to Aid in the Planning and
Implementation of Seagrass Transplant Efforts. Bull. Mar. Sci. 2002, 71, 1405–1414.
33. Short, F.T.; Davis, R.C.; Kopp, B.S.; Short, C.A.; Burdick, D.M. Site-selection model for optimal transplantation of eelgrass Zostera
marina in the northeastern US. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 2002, 227, 253–267. [CrossRef]
34. Lanuru, M.; Mashoreng, S.; Amri, K. Using site-selection model to identify suitable sites for seagrass transplantation in the west
coast of South Sulawesi. J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 2018, 979, 012007. [CrossRef]
35. Genchi, G.; Di Bernardo, F.; Lugaro, A.; Calvo, S.; Ragonese, S.; Riggio, S. Dystrophic and Eutrophic States of Coastal Sea-Water in
Palermo Bay during the Summer Season (August 1981). In VI Journées Etud. Pollutions; CIESM: Cannes, France, 1982; pp. 635–639.
36. Tomasello, A.; Calvo, S.; Di Maida, G.; Lovison, G.; Pirrotta, M.; Sciandra, M. Shoot age as a confounding factor on detecting
the effect of human-induced disturbance on Posidonia oceanica growth performance. J. Exp. Mar. Biol. Ecol. 2007, 343, 166–175.
[CrossRef]
Water 2021, 13, 724 16 of 17
37. Vollenweider, R.A.; Giovanardi, F.; Montanari, G.; Rinaldi, A. Characterisation of the trophic conditions of marine coastal
waters, with special reference to the NW Adriatic Sea: Proposal for trophic scale, turbidity and generalised water quality index.
Envirometrics 1998, 9, 29–357. [CrossRef]
38. ARPA Sicilia, Università degli Studi di Palermo. Studi Applicativi Finalizzati All’attivazione del Sistema di Monitoraggio Delle Acque
Marino Costiere Della Regione Sicilia; Environmental Protection Agency: Sicilia, Italy, 2006; 227p.
39. Tomasello, A.; Luzzu, F.; Di Maida, G.; Orestano, C.; Pirrotta, M.; Scannavino, A.; Calvo, S. Detection and Mapping of Posidonia
oceanica Dead Matte by High-Resolution Acoustic Imaging. Ital. J. Remote Sens. 2009, 41, 139–146. [CrossRef]
40. Rende, S.F.; Irving, A.D.; Bacci, T.; Parlagreco, L.; Bruno, F.; De Filippo, F.; Montefalcone, M.; Penna, M.; Trabucco, B.; Di Mento,
R.; et al. Advances in micro-cartography: A two-dimensional photo mosaicing technique for seagrass monitoring. Estuar. Coast.
Shelf Sci. 2015, 167, 475–486. [CrossRef]
41. Rende, S.F.; Bosman, A.; Di Mento, R.; Bruno, F.; Lagudi, A.; Irving, A.D.; Dattola, L.; Di Giambattista, L.; Lanera, P.; Proietti, R.;
et al. Ultra-High-Resolution Mapping of Posidonia oceanica (L.) Delile Meadows through Acoustic, Optical Data and Object-based
Image Classification. J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2020, 8, 647. [CrossRef]
42. Giraud, G. Contribution à la Description et à la Phénologie Quantitative des Herbiers à Posidonia oceanica (L.) Delile. Ph.D. Thesis,
Université Aix–Marseille II, Marseille, France, 1977.
43. Giraud, G. Sur Une Méthode de Mesure et de Comptage Des Structures Foliaires de Posidonia oceanica (Linnaeus) Delile. Bull.
Mus. Hist. Nat. Marseille 1979, 39, 33–39.
44. Pergent, G. Lepidochronological analysis of the seagrass Posidonia oceanica (L.) Delile: A standardized approach. Aquat. Bot. 1990,
37, 39–54. [CrossRef]
45. Pergent, G.; Pergent-Martini, C. Some Applications of Lepidochronological Analysis in the Seagrass Posidonia oceanica. Bot. Mar.
1990, 33, 299–310. [CrossRef]
46. Tomasello, A.; Sciandra, M.; Muggeo, V.M.R.; Pirrotta, M.; Di Maida, G.; Calvo, S. Reference growth charts for Posidonia oceanica
seagrass: An effective tool for assessing growth performance by age and depth. Ecol. Indic. 2016, 69, 50–58. [CrossRef]
47. Pergent, G.; Boudouresque, C.-F.; Crouzet, A.; Meinesz, A. Cyclic Changes along Posidonia oceanica Rhizomes (Lepidochronology):
Present State and Perspectives. Mar. Ecol. 1989, 10, 221–230. [CrossRef]
48. Beaudoin, J.; Hughes Clarke, J.E.; Van den Ameele, E.J.; Gardner, J.V. Geometric and Radiometric Correction of Multibeam
Backscatter Derived from Reson 8101 Systems. 2002. Available online: https://scholars.unh.edu/ccom/242 (accessed on
15 December 2020).
49. Underwood, A.J. Experiments in Ecology; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1997.
50. Calvo, S.; Lovison, G.; Pirrotta, M.; Di Maida, G.; Tomasello, A.; Sciandra, M. Modelling the relationship between sexual
reproduction and rhizome growth in Posidonia oceanica (L.) Delile. Mar. Ecol. 2006, 27, 361–371. [CrossRef]
51. Vizzini, S.; Tomasello, A.; Di Maida, G.; Pirrotta, M.; Mazzola, A.; Calvo, S. Effect of explosive shallow hydrothermal vents on
δ13C and growth performance in the seagrass Posidonia oceanica. J. Ecol. 2010, 98, 1284–1291. [CrossRef]
52. Lovison, G.; Sciandra, M.; Tomasello, A.; Calvo, S. Modeling Posidonia oceanica growth data: From linear to generalized linear
mixed models. Environmetrics 2011, 22, 370–382. [CrossRef]
53. Di Maida, G.; Tomasello, A.; Sciandra, M.; Pirrotta, M.; Milazzo, M.; Calvo, S. Effect of different substrata on rhizome growth, leaf
biometry and shoot density of Posidonia oceanica. Mar. Environ. Res. 2013, 87–88, 96–102. [CrossRef]
54. Pergent, G.; Pergent-Martini, C. Leaf renewal cycle and primary production of Posidonia oceanica in the bay of Lacco Ameno
(Ischia, Italy) using lepidochronological analysis. Aquat. Bot. 1991, 42, 49–66. [CrossRef]
55. Marbá, N.; Duarte, C.M.; Cebrián, J.; Gallegos, M.E.; Olesen, B.; Sand-Jensen, K. Growth and Population Dynamics of Posidonia
oceanica on the Spanish Mediterranean Coast: Elucidating Seagrass Decline. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 1996, 137, 203–213. [CrossRef]
56. Duarte, C.M.; Uri, J.S.; Agawin, N.S.R.; Fortes, M.D.; Vermaat, J.E.; Marba, N. Flowering Frequency of Philippine Seagrasses. Bot.
Mar. 1997, 40, 497–500. [CrossRef]
57. La Loggia, G.; Calvo, S.; Ciraolo, G.; Mazzola, A.; Pirrotta, M.; Sara, G.; Tomasello, A.; Vizzini, S. Influence of Hydrodynamic
Conditions on the Production and Fate of Posidonia oceanica in a Semi-Enclosed Shallow Basin (Stagnone Di Marsala, Western
Sicily). Chem. Ecol. 2004, 20, 183–201. [CrossRef]
58. Marbà, N.; Hemminga, M.A.; Mateo, M.A.; Duarte, C.M.; Mass, Y.E.; Terrados, J.; Gacia, E. Carbon and Nitrogen Translocation
between Seagrass Ramets. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. 2002, 226, 287–300. [CrossRef]
59. Ralph, P.J.; Durako, M.J.; Enríquez, S.; Collier, C.J.; Doblin, M.A. Impact of light limitation on seagrasses. J. Exp. Mar. Biol. Ecol.
2007, 350, 176–193. [CrossRef]
60. Buia, M.C.; Flagella, S.; Guala, I.; Gravina, T.; Flagella, M.M.; Cigliano, M. Interannual and Decadal Variability in Posidonia
oceanica. In Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on the Mediterranean Coastl Environment MEDCOAST, Kusadasi,
Turkey, 25–29 October 2005; Volume 5, pp. 407–418.
61. Duarte, C.M. Allometric scaling of seagrass form and productivity. Mar. Ecol. Prog. Ser. Oldendorf 1991, 77, 289–300. [CrossRef]
62. Duarte, C.M.; Fourqurean, J.W.; Krause-Jensen, D.; Olesen, B. Dynamics of Seagrass Stability and Change. In Seagrasses: Biology,
Ecology and Conservation; Larkum, A.W.D., Orth, R.J., Duarte, C.M., Eds.; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2006; pp. 271–294.
63. Pergent, G.; Pergent-Martini, C.; Boudouresque, C.-F. Utilisation de l’herbier à Posidonia oceanica Comme Indicateur Biologique de
la Qualité du Milieu Littoral en Méditerranée: État des Connaissances. Mésogée (Marseille) 1995, 54, 3–27.
Water 2021, 13, 724 17 of 17
64. Thom, R.M.; Diefenderfer, H.L.; Vavrinec, J.; Borde, A.B. Restoring Resiliency: Case Studies from Pacific Northwest Estuarine
Eelgrass (Zostera marina L.) Ecosystems. Estuaries Coasts 2012, 35, 78–91. [CrossRef]
65. Meinesz, A.; Lefevre, J.R. Régénération d’un Herbier de Posidonia oceanica Quarante Années Après sa Destruction par une Bombe
Dans la Rade de Villefranche (Alpes-Maritimes, France). In International Workshop on Posidonia oceanica Beds; GIS Posidonie
Marseille: Marseille, France, 1984; Volume 2, pp. 39–44.
66. Caye, G. Sur la Morphogénèse et le Cycle Végétatif de Posidonia oceanica (L.) Delile. Ph.D. Thesis, Universitè d’Aix-Marseille II,
Marseille, France, 1980; pp. 1–121.
67. de los Santos, C.B.; Krause-Jensen, D.; Alcoverro, T.; Marbà, N.; Duarte, C.M.; Van Katwijk, M.M.; Pérez, M.; Romero, J.;
Sánchez-Lizaso, J.L.; Roca, G.; et al. Recent trend reversal for declining European seagrass meadows. Nat. Commun. 2019, 10,
3356. [CrossRef]
68. Boudouresque, C.F. Posidonia oceanica Meadows. In Protection and Conservation of Posidonia Oceanica Meadows; Boudouresque,
C.F., Bernard, G., Bonhomme, P., Charbonnel, E., Diviacco, G., Meinesz, A., Pergent, G., Pergent-Martini, C., Ruitton, S., Tunesi,
L., Eds.; RAMOGE and RAC/SPA Publisher: Tunis, Tunisia, 2012; pp. 10–24.
69. Moliner, R.; Picard, J. Recherches sur les Herbiers des Phenerogames Marines du Littoral Mediterraneen Francaise. Ann. Inst.
Oceanogr. 1952, 27, 157–235.
70. Boudouresque, C.F.; Jeudy De Grissac, A.; Meinesz, A. Chronologie de l’édification d’une Colline de Posidonies. Trav. Sci. Parc
Nat. Rég. Rés. Nat. Corse 1986, 2, 3–12.
71. Boudouresque, C.F.; Lefevre, J.R.; Meisenz, A. Cartographie du Carré Permanent de la Marina d’Elbu. Trav. Sci. Parc. Nat. Reg.
Res. Nat. Corse 1986, 2, 24–35.
72. Meinesz, A.; Boudouresque, C.; Lefevre, J. A Map of the Posidonia oceanica Beds of Marina d’Elbu (Corsica, Mediterranean). Mar.
Ecol. 1988, 9, 243–252. [CrossRef]
73. Gobert, S.; Lepoint, G.; Pelaprat, C.; Remy, F.; Lejeune, P.; Richir, J.; Abadie, A. Temporal evolution of sand corridors in a Posidonia
oceanica seascape: A 15-years study. Mediterr. Mar. Sci. 2016, 17, 777. [CrossRef]
74. Tunesi, L.; Boudouresque, C.F. The Causes of Posidonia oceanica Meadows Regression. In Protection and Conservation of Posidonia
oceanica Meadows; Boudouresque, C.F., Bernard, G., Bonhomme, P., Charbonnel, E., Diviacco, G., Meinesz, A., Pergent, G.,
Pergent-Martini, C., Ruitton, S., Tunesi, L., Eds.; RAMOGE and RAC/SPA Publisher: Tunis, Tunisia, 2012; pp. 32–47.
75. Abadie, A.; Richir, J.; Lejeune, P.; LeDuc, M.; Gobert, S. Structural Changes of Seagrass Seascapes Driven by Natural and
Anthropogenic Factors: A Multidisciplinary Approach. Front. Ecol. Evol. 2019, 7. [CrossRef]
76. Mateo, M.A.; Cebrìan, J.; Dunton, K.; Mutchler, T. Carbon Flux in Seagrass Ecosystem. In Seagrasses: Biology, Ecology and
Conservation; Larkum, A.W.D., Orth, R.J., Duarte, C.M., Eds.; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2006; pp. 159–192.
77. Pergent, G.; Bazairi, H.; Bianchi, C.N.; Boudouresque, C.F.; Buia, M.C.; Calvo, S.; Clabaut, P.; Harmelin-Vivien, M.; Mateo, M.A.;
Montefalcone, M. Climate change and Mediterranean seagrass meadows: A synopsis for environmental managers. Mediterr. Mar.
Sci. 2014, 15, 462. [CrossRef]
78. United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Report of the Conference of the Parties on Its Twenty-First
Session, Held in Paris from 30 November to 13 December 2015; UNFCCC: Bonn, Germany, 2015; p. 42.
79. Piano, R. Il Rammendo Delle Periferie. “Il Sole 24 ORE”. Available online: http://www.ilsole24ore.com/art/cultura/2014-06-18
/il-rammendo-periferie-094517.shtml?uuid=ABBYPHSB (accessed on 26 January 2014).
80. Piano, R. Building Workshop. Ricuciture Urbane e Periferie; Solferino: Milan, Italy, 2019; p. 143, EAN: 9788828202004.
81. Balestri, E.; Vallerini, F.; Lardicci, C. Storm-generated fragments of the seagrass Posidonia oceanica from beach wrack—A potential
source of transplants for restoration. Biol. Conserv. 2011, 144, 1644–1654. [CrossRef]
